A cursory glance at these lists suggests that the key distinction is one between substantives and adjectives: the former appear normally to have vocatives in -i, the latter in -ie. The 'definitive' treatment of the -ius vocative question, by Neue and Wagener,7 accepts this obvious grammatical distinction and is followed or paralleled by some notable scholars.8 Yet such a division does not account for all the data; noxsi, imaginari, temerari, Feretri, Arcadi, socie, nuntie, vicarie, Lyrcie, Olmie, Sperchie, Darie, and filie are counter-examples, and many of the 'adjectives' in -ie are in fact used substantivally in context. Can these objections be dealt with? Lyrcie, Olmie, Sperchie, and Darie have a long i, making them different from most -ius words, and could be set aside for that reason. Noxsi could be eliminated because its context is obscure, but the word is traditionally interpreted as a vocative.9 Imaginari might be a noun in context; the word is once attested as a noun, but it is usually an adjective (cf. TLL, s.v.). Temerari could be excluded because of textual problems, though twentieth-century editors of the Declamationes Maiores unanimously accept it.'? Filie can be argued to be an archaism, a relic of the period when all -ius words had vocatives in -ie; such an argument is, however, incompatible with the latest views on the history of the change from -ie to -i (see below). Nuntie first appears in the fourth century, and socie and vicarie even later, so they could be excluded for chronological reasons, but such a policy would discount most examples of adjectives in -ie as well. Arcadi is generally acknowledged to be a problem without a solution.
Feretri can be handled in two ways. Sometimes it is argued to be a proper name and thus correct, since proper names take the vocative in -i. Yet this strategy is inconsistent, since many of the words attested in -ie (e.g. Bromie, Cyllenie) are also proper names. If the key division is really one between adjectives and substantives, then proper names must take the vocative in -i because they are substantives, not the other way around. To explain Feretri by saying that it is a proper name is to admit that the underlying division is not really one between adjectives and substantives at all. It is also possible to argue that Feretri is a substantive, on the grounds that it is attested with the -i genitive ending characteristic of substantives (see below). Yet there is no question that it is used adjectivally as a vocative, while many of the epithets attested with -ie vocatives act more like substantives. And if the classification as adjective or substantive is based on a word's usage elsewhere rather than its immediate context, it becomes even more difficult to argue that imaginari is not an adjective.
Thus all the counter-examples except Arcadi can with some ingenuity be explained away, but the explanations required have varying degrees of plausibility and often create new problems.
Anothe probem with the traditional explanation of the -il-ie distinction, perhaps more serious than the counter-examples, is the scarcity (until the late empire) of examples of the 'adjectival' treatment. If in early, classical, and Silver Latin adjectives of -ius words were so rare in the vocative, it is most unlikely that they managed to preserve, over a period of more than four centuries, a paradigm different from that of the much more frequent nouns. This objection is sometimes countered by pointing out that -ius nouns and adjectives have different endings in the genitive singular, and therefore they could also have different endings in the vocative. It is true that -ius adjectives began to take a genitive in -ii before the substantives did, and therefore that for a time the two paradigms differed," but the genitive case is far more common than the vocative, and so it was much easier for such a distinction to be maintained there. Moreover, the distinction in the genitive did not last very long, suggesting that paradigmatic differences of this type were hard for Latin speakers to keep up even in the case of relatively common forms.
The substantive/adjective distinction is further weakened by the fact that most, perhaps all, attested examples of the 'adjectival' vocative ending before the third century A.D. are probably Grecisms. In Greek, words in -los have a vocative in -LE, and thus a Latin -ie on a Greek word could simply be a reflection of the Greek form. Such Grecisms would be parallel to the -eu vocative normally used for Greek names in -eus when they appear in Latin12 and the -i vocative which Roman authors frequently give to Greek names in -is. 13 It is often stated14 that, in Latin, Greek names in -ius have the same -i vocative as The traditional explanation that nouns take the ending -i while adjectives take -ie is thus most inadequate for any period before the third century A.D. Not only are there a significant number of counter-examples, but all the examples of the 'adjectival' treatment are either late or attributable to Greek influence. Before considering other possible explanations for the -il-ie difference, however, let us examine the data a bit more closely. They are peculiar, and we may gain more by paying attention to their oddities than by trying to force them into a neat pattern.
The most surprising feature of our data is the fact that there is so little early, classical, or Silver Latin evidence for the vocatives of -ius words other than names and filius. Of course, only words with certain types of meaning are likely to be used in the vocative case, so the lack of examples could be due to the fact that the most common The vast majority of preserved Latin addresses are directed towards men, not women. In the first four centuries of Latin literature pater 'father' is three times as common as mater 'mother' as an address to humans (the discrepancy would be still greater if one included addresses to gods), puer 'boy' is more than three times as common as puella 'girl', rex 'king' is twice as common as regina 'queen', and dominus 'master' is twelve times as common as domina 'mistress'.27 The pattern we are seeing with the -ius words is thus even more striking than it appears at first sight; it cannot be coincidental but must be due to a deliberate avoidance of the masculine singular vocative. And this avoidance is not simply an avoidance of adjectives in -ius, but something larger, since it applies to socius and nuntius as well as to the adjectives.
Why did Roman authors avoid these vocatives? A clue to the answer can be gained from an examination of the prehistory of the Latin vocative. Originally, all words belonging to the thematic declension would have formed a masculine singular vocative in -e; the Greek treatment of -tos words, in which the -i-makes no difference to the formation of the vocative, is a continuation of this original pattern. Exactly how Latin moved from this original -ie to (long) -i has long been disputed; the shift was often thought to depend on some sort of sound change, contraction, or apocope, though some scholars preferred to argue for analogical replacement.28 Now, however, Italicists believe that original *ie became (long) i in open syllables (thus including all vocative endings) in proto-Italic, but that most of the effects of this change were obscured in Latin by later analogical developments.29 This means that the change from -ie vocatives to -i vocatives occurred at a very early period, before Latin had even developed into a language distinct from Oscan or Umbrian, and that it affected both substantives and adjectives, both ordinary words and proper names.
Within the structure of the Latin language, this vocative in -i was an anomaly. It was common for Latin words to have a vocative the same as the nominative, and common for them to have a vocative in -e, but a vocative which differed from the nominative and did not end in -e was a striking irregularity. Languages preserve irregularities in common words and tend to regularize in less common ones; that is why in languages such as French or German it is usually the most heavily used verbs that are irregular. When an irregular word is regularized, however, the change is not immediate; the form passes through a period of avoidance, in which the irregular form no longer sounds 'right' but the memory of its existence is strong enough to make a regular form sound incorrect as well.31 This pattern of linguistic development explains the distribution of Latin vocatives in -i and in -ie very nicely. Those words which were very frequently used in address, filius and the proper names, acted like common irregular verbs: they retained the anomalous vocative ending. Those words which were less often used in address, on the other hand, eventually ceased to sound 'right' to the Roman ear and so were avoided in the masculine vocative. Finally, in the late empire, these words were regularized, producing the late examples of vocatives like pie, regie, etc.
If we accept this explanation, the rule for the vocative ending should be: -ius words common in address end in -i; words not common in address are avoided in the masculine singular vocative until the late empire, when they form a vocative in -ie. By this formulation, filie and many of the words listed under (3) above are apparent counter-examples. Can they be reconciled with this theory? The early examples of -ie vocatives can be explained as Grecisms, and the -i vocatives can be seen as continuations of the inherited vocative ending into the period of avoidance; avoidance is not something that could either begin or end abruptly. The only word which is seriously problematic, in fact, isfilie, since this form is presumably not a Grecism and cannot be an archaism either if the change of -ie to -i dates to proto-Italic.
In order to understand Livius Andronicus' use offilie, we need to look take a more general look at the use of filius in address. The vocative fili is common in prose, of course, but it is extremely rare in poetry. Filius itself is not particularly a prose word; it occurs both in comedy and in high-register poetry,32 though it is less frequent in poetry than in prose. (The lower frequency in poetry seems to be due to the fact that its synonym (g)natus is exclusively poetic and thus does not compete with filius in prose.) But with very few exceptions33 the vocative fili is confined entirely to prose, despite being metrically unproblematic in hexameters and most other Latin metres. Its feminine equivalent,filia, which does not have the problematic ending, is used freely as a vocative not only in prose, but also in comedy and classical poetry,34 despite the fact that daughters are addressed much less often than sons in Latin literature.35 The use of the feminine vocative, and of forms offilius other than the vocative, point to avoidance of the formfili in poetry.
Additional evidence that poets systematically avoided the form fili is the fact that they also avoided another very common vocative in -i, mi, vocative of meus 'my'. praecedit "i" littera, habere debebit in casu vocandi "i" litteram extremam, et idcirco "egregi", non "egregie", rectius dicetur. Nam "divus" et "rivus" et "clivus" non "us" syllaba terminantur, sed ea, quae per duo "u" scribenda est, propter cuius syllabae sonum declarandum reperta erat nova littera, quae digamma appellabatur.' Hoc ubi ille alter audivit: 'o' inquit 'egregie grammatice vel, si id mavis, egregissime, dic, oro te, "inscius" et "impius" Despite this handicap, Gellius' grammarians seem to have no trouble coming up with vocatives for these words. Their willingness to do so is not in itself surprising, since ancient grammarians had a tendency to invent vocatives in order to fill out the paradigms of words which were unlikely to be used in address. Vocatives for ille, ipse, iste, is, idem, qui, quicumque, and other pronouns appear in grammatical treatises,41 although the more astute grammarians were careful to refute such errors by emphasizing that most pronouns could not be used as addresses and therefore did not possess vocatives.42 What is interesting about Gellius' arguing grammarians is not the fact that they are able to think of vocatives for words unlikely to be used in address, but how they present these vocatives. They appeal to the forms as authorities, and while some of these authorities are disputed, others are not. The grammarians give a strong impression that they are dealing with an external reality, that they have heard the forms they cite and expect their opponents to have heard them as well. The admission that for some words the forms in -i are less common than those in -ie makes no sense without such an external reality.
Yet how can the grammarians have heard these forms often enough to appeal to them in this way, given how rare the vocatives concerned must have been? Perhaps they had indeed heard the forms, but not as vocatives. A native speaker of Latin would have known, when presented with a form, whether he had ever heard it before; if he had not, it would sound unfamiliar, that is, wrong. If he had in fact heard it, the form would sound perfectly acceptable, and it might take a native speaker some thought to work out whether the form he was discussing was really the one with which he was familiar, or a homonym of it. Could Gellius' grammarians have been appealing not to an external reality involving vocatives, but to one involving other words that were homonyms of vocatives?
Latin adjectives in -ius regularly form adverbs in -ie. The final e in such adverbs is long, while the e of the vocative ending is short, so the two should not be homonyms. But final vowels are virtually always unaccented in Latin, and in the imperial period the distinction between long and short e was lost in unaccented syllables.43 At this point, adverbs of -ius adjectives would have been homonymous with any vocatives in -ie which were created. Is it an accident that most such vocatives seem to have been created only once the adverbs became homonymous and thus provided a model? 41 For example, Keil IV 132.1, 11, 17, 24, 31, 133.22 Let us examine Gellius' examples more closely. Nine words mentioned in this passage have disputed vocatives, with one grammarian arguing in favour of an -i ending and the other in favor of -ie. Seven of these (egregius 'excellent', inscius 'unknowing', impius 'disloyal', sobrius 'sober', proprius 'own', anxius 'worried', and contrarius 'opposite') form adverbs in -ie, and some such adverbs are very common; I have found more than 600 examples of proprie. The other two words in this group, ebrius 'drunken' and propitius 'favourable', do not form attested adverbs, though this lack is somewhat surprising given their meaning, and we may wonder whether the lack of attestation is accidental. Thus a Roman who had never seen or heard any of these words used in the vocative might still find that the form in -ie sounded familiar, and might not initially realize that it was not the familiar qua vocative.
In contrast to this situation is that of the seven words which are cited, without dispute, as forming their vocatives in -i. Three of these words are Roman proper names; names always formed such vocatives in -i and were used comparatively frequently in the vocative, so the fact that they do not form adverbs is probably irrelevant here. It is, however, significant that the four other words in this group, modius 'measure', tertius 'third', adversarius 'enemy, inimical', and extrarius 'external', also fail to form adverbs in -ie: *modie, *tertie, *adversarie, and *extrarie are all completely unattested. (Modius, being exclusively a noun, could not in any case form an adverb, and the other three, though adjectives, have meanings which make adverbial usage inherently unlikely and indicate that the lack of attestation is probably not accidental.) Thus the arguing grammarians would have found the -ie ending completely unfamiliar in the case of these words.
The division of words in this passage between those which could form a vocative in-ie and those which could not thus is not random, nor does it reflect an adjective/substantive divide; rather it follows the extent to which homonyms of vocatives in -ie were in use as adverbs. Words which formed adverbs in -ie could also form vocatives in -ie, and those which did not produce adverbs, on the whole, could not form such vocatives in Gellius' day. Such a distribution suggests that the adverbs were indeed responsible for the development of vocatives in -ie.
This explanation also suggests that there is no need to make nonsense out of nomina seu vocabula by capitalizing modius and tertius. The chief argument in favour of such a move was that the vocative of tertius ought otherwise to be *tertie, but in fact it would more likely have been terti at this period, like adversari, since there was no corresponding adverb to provide a model for *tertie.
In Gellius' time there seems to be an implicit assumption that all words in -ius must form their vocatives in the same way; it is the presence of two different models that causes the argument over egregie. The same assumption seems to underlie the statements of the fourth-century grammarian Charisius, who declares that all nouns in -ius have a vocative in -i, though the only examples he gives are names.44 By the early fifth century, however, a distinction had been drawn between names and other words in -ius. Servius states the rule as follows: This passage shows a development in usage from the time of Gellius. Egregius is no longer a disputed word; the vocative in -ie has won out. In addition, a distinction between proper names and other words has been recognized, so the -ius nouns are no longer treated as a unified group. These two developments are probably related. As long as words like egregius were unclear in their vocative formation and generally avoided in the vocative, it was natural for a grammarian who had to make a pronouncement to connect them to the names, which did form undisputed vocatives. But once forms such as egregie became well established, a clear distinction between them and the names was apparent. Of course, grammarians were interested in classical rather than contemporary usage, but when classical usage offered no examples on which to base a rule, the rule could be formed from later evidence. Servius' acceptance of egregie is thus further evidence of the systematic avoidance in classical literature of vocatives of -ius words other than names andfilius.
Servius' comment on the reasons behind the use of the nominative for vocative construction is perceptive. Nominatives for vocatives do, of course, occur with words not ending in -ius, and the ancient grammarians were well aware of that fact; they usually illustrate it with degener o populus from Lucan (2.116).45 Yet some examples of this construction do appear to be an attempt to avoid the problematic -ius vocatives, as we have seen. Servius seems to have noticed the lack of classical evidence for the formation of -ius vocatives other than names andfilius and realized that it was due to systematic avoidance which could also be seen in the use of nominatives for vocatives, an observation that many modem scholars have failed to make.
Other grammarians of the fifth century and later are largely in agreement with Servius' definition of the rule, though they do not always use the same examples. Probus gives the -ie ending not only to egregius, but also to pius, ebrius, alius, medius, and sobrius. .15-22) . Clearly all the grammarians who suggested vocative forms in -ii were motivated by this rule of syllable parity, which was explicitly refuted by Priscian in another context (Keil II 301.7-16). Since Scaurus, the earliest grammarian to refer to it, makes it clear that the rule contradicts observed reality, and since the grammarians who give it almost always contradict themselves, the grammarians' statements in favour of vocatives in -ii need not be taken seriously.
With this exception, however, the grammarians' statements were remarkably perceptive, and basically accurate for the Latin of the fourth century A.D. and later. Even for the earlier periods, the grammarians were more correct than many modem scholars, in that they succeeded in putting the chief distinction among -ius words in the right place. The main division is indeed between names andfilius on the one hand, and all other words (both adjectives and substantives) on the other hand; though in Gellius' day the -ie ending seems to have been restricted to words that could form The grammarians also made a number of statements about classical usage which are more accurate than those of many modem scholars: they recognized both the Greek nature of many -ie vocatives and the classical tendency to avoid vocatives of -ius words They also recognized that usage had changed between the classical period and their age, another fact overlooked by many more recent scholars.
In fact, the ancient grammarians seem to have grasped most of the elements of the following history of vocatives of -ius words, though not of course the reasons behind those elements. The inherited -ie vocative ending became -i at a very early period, with the result that until well into the imperial period words which were common in address formed a vocative in -i. Those less common were normally avoided, especially in the higher registers of the language; if used, however, they too normally formed a vocative in -i, except for some Greek words which took -ie. Then the vocative paradigm was regularized by the creation of vocatives in -ie for the words whose vocatives had formerly been avoided; this change was aided, and perhaps set off, by sound changes that made adverbial forms available as models for vocatives. At first these new vocative forms were not fully accepted by purists and were largely confined to words which formed adverbs in -ie, but in the absence of classical models of vocatives with another form, the -ie ending spread to substantives by the fourth century and eventually took over except in the case offili and proper names.
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